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ABSTRACT

The Officer Personnel Management System (OPMS) was the first

significant change to Army officer utilization and career mansg-ment since

1947. Even though, as of this writing, portions have been in effect for 10

years it remainz controversial. The essay reviews the evolutionary

- development of OFPMS, the organizational steps taken to manage it and 1tas
: reception Wy the officer corps. A principal theme of the author is that _
implementation of OPMS cut too many of the traditional human connectors .
within the peraonnel structure in the drive to systematize the firat truly :
centralized form of officer management. This concentration on the science
of the business overlocked the equally importent art of personnel :
mnagenment which created several dlssatisfiers, Within recent years there :
has been a redressal of this imbalance and the esaay concludes that OPMS ia .
& better management form and should be left alone to mature. '
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INTRODUCTION

"No aystem of management, no form of words, no
structure of organization can be any substitute for the

close personal contact between men, in as wide a

variety of situations as possible, which 1is the basis

of confidence and trust and the fundarental prineciple

upon which the exercise of the management of men must

rest."l

In 1979 the Army published s remerksbly critical paper outlining the

perception of the Officer Personnel Management System (OPMS) as determined
by & survey of field grade officers in the v‘inter of 1977-78. The Chief of
Staff, General Rogers, personally signed the "foreword," the text of which
admitted that all was not perceived as being well. Nevertleless he
reaffirmed the Arpny leadership's commitment to it as an evolutionary
process and solicited the support of the Army Officer Corps.2 One year
later the new Chief of Staff, General Meyer, published a White Papexr
setting down his concept of the needs of the Army for the 1980's. His most
important challenge was manning the force3 and, while not wavering from
commitment to the new process of officer management, it is no revelation to
anyone who has heard him speak as Chlef of Staff to say that he has bheesn
critical of personnel pollwvies which he considered detrimental to coleslon
and therefore to readiness. From the White Paper: "In the longer term we
must develip & more effective personnel managenent atrategy. .« o 4 yare
wa better off under the old system? What went amiss in the tranmition?
Was the discomfort of comwanders and the officer corps rooted in perception
or reality?! After 10 years under OPMS, where are wel The scope of this
ensay is to look at theme guestionas cnncerning officer mansugement by means
of a revisitation of the origins of OFM8, a tour of MILPERCEN fram the
ingide, wnd & critical commentary on the findingu of the 19T77~T8 MILPERCEN
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survey. Be forzwarnt 1 that the bias of the author wee formed by being a

i participant in all of this for nearly seven years.
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WVOLUTION TO OPM3S

Several unfavorable events occurring within the Army
during the past few years have been a matter of grave
concern to me. These have served to focus attention on
the state of disclipline, integrity, morality, ethics,
and professionalism in the Army.

By no meane do I believe <that the Army a8 an
institution is in a moral crisis. However, these
incidents have emphasized the need for a thorough
review of certain areas and practices within the Army,
and an analysis may indicete that prompt, corrective
actions sre necessary.’

With these rather sobering paragraphs, on 18 April 1970, the Chief of
Staff, General Westmoreland, begen his directive to the Commandant of the

Army Wer College to conduct what became the Study on Military

Professionalism. The study reported back & professional climate in which

there was disharmony between traditional, still &ccepted ideals and the
actual, operative standards; <hat the pervasivenesz of +this climete in
consort with understandable human motives for personal recognitilon
indicated the situetion was not self-correcting; and, this divergence
between what should be and what 1s, was condoned or sven engendered hy
certaln Army policles regarding officer evaluation, selection for

promotion, career concepts and assignment pol:l.cie:ta.6

Among others, recommendatlions were made to directly assign to field
grade commmnd hillets, to glve stability in command precsdence over all
other considerations and do something with the standard (succemafull)
combat arms career pettern of command at every level plus high level .taff.,
Rapid rotation in command was seen as one of the variances from the ideal
(ticket punching).T The romd to OPMS wam opened--widely. In subseguent
guldance to the DCBPER to examine ateps +to lncreass professionsulism the

Chiaf of Btaff remmrked that the study suggested that the personnel aystem

3




produced an officer corps which tended "to become a group of Jacks of all
trades and masters of none."B Accordingly, the firat task to be addressed
wvas cormand asgsignment natters, but specialization was also to recelve
attention. YA review of the command system . « . will force us to uaddress
our policies for encouraging and permitting specialization."? The ensuing
DCSPER study group fielded the original OFMS plan for comment in July 197L.

The philosophical basis of OPMS set forth in the covering letter was:
1. ZImprove the profesaional climate.

2. Farly identificatiorn and development of those most qualified for

command.

3. Allow for specislization without undue restriction of prometion

and schooling opportunities.

k, Provide a sutisfying career for that large segment of the officer

corps who are neither commanders nor specialists.ll

The philosophical basis of OFMS I was easy to understand compared to
the problems cof operating it within the structure of Officer Personnel
Directorate (OPD). At the time the original plan was staffed many internal
organizational problems rewained unsolved. In the msin these resulted from
& aquashing down of the new scheme on top of the old with not encugh either
melded together or thrown out. The traditional OFD Career Branches were to
be retained--they were not under the later form--but their turf akirmishes
made sorting out responsibility ftor Jointly or commonly possessed MOS a
contentious procer 3. Fleld response was gun.rded.ll While the grals were
spplauded & go~more-slovly sttitude prevailed. By early 1972 s revisad

concept hud been developed. Centralired designation (mselection) of
4




commanders and stability (18-24 months) in command remained cornerstones of
the concept. Following seiection for promotion to lieutenant colonel and
colonel hoards, would be convened to designate these officers for continued
command, specialized (the old Specialty Program) or functional (the
remainirng staff positions) development. Under further scrutiny these
latter two were meshed and the dual track concept of & primary and
secondary skill evolved. Skill or specialty description of an officer's
quelification required similar recoding of all Army position suthorizations .\
from branch to specialty., After this weas done, the Army had for the first
time a logical approach to match faces with spaces--on the basis of the
work actually performed. This framework formed a foundation for

sncessioning, training and utllization that remains in effect.

As progress continued in 1973 towards full implementation, General
Abrams bhecame sericusly concerned that OPM5 would be 80 inflexible, =0

complex to manage; and so rooted in speclalization due to the narrow mold

o s, e e ®

forced on each officer that the unity of the officer corps would be
undermined. He needed reassurance that OPME had been demigned wlih
adequate consideration given the overriding btroad interests of the Army,. F

The DCSPER responded with:

=

e

The work that has gone into OPMS is good for the Army.

This has been the most thorough study of the Army's |
needs and the officer corps since at least 194T. . . . 3
OPMS 1z far more evolutionary than revolutionary; and :
with 1t or without the title of 'OPM3,' we wlll

probably undersske most of the programs and actions )
brought together under the aegis of OPMS,13 p

et et

Nevertheless, General Abrams was far from alone in his doubts.

AP e B TR

| ¥ Deapite the reservations of weny the strong appeal of OPME lay in its v

Y TR . ok

promize to improve the state of officer professionalism. In an article in

5
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Arny appearing in December 19TL, Hauaer and Bradford also saw OPMS8 as the
vay to rid the Army of what they considered ethically improper, system
driven seeking after command _because that was what one did to get ahesd as
opposed to for its own sake. They also advocated formal recognition of
apecialists. In fact, 1t suggested that command be trested as a

specialty. 1k

With the publication of DA Pamphlet 600-3 in March 19Tk, the

conml tment to OPMS was confirmed. In the aftermath of Vietnam, reform and

change were powerful forces.
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THF MILPERCEN MNVIRONMENT

MILPERCEN wes established on 15 January 1973. Although this was well
into the transition to OPMS no connection existed between the two events.
Prompted inditially by intermittent Congreesional pressure to reduce the
number of activitiea in the National Capiltal Region (NCK) and a subsequent
recommendation of Staff Management Division, Office, Chief of Staff Army,
to consolidate all departmental personnel functions under one roof, the
Chief of BStaff approved the concept following a Comptroller of the Army
study of Class II Activities of the Army staff.1? All functional elements
having anything to do with the operation of the Army personnel system were
consolidated in ‘the Hoffman building. Of'ficer Personnel Directorate
transferred intact from near Ft. McNair and continued as bhefore, It war
now, however, no longer part of the Army Genersl Staff and 1ts military
work force did nuot quallify for the General Steft Identificetion Badge.
Begides whatever individusl perceptions of the loss of this recognltion
meant, the visible symbol of which is held in higher esteem Ly those who
don't wear it thsn by those who do, there bagan to he a subtle diminidel
of the new center's relative authorlty. After a time it became essier to
identify who "they"--as in "we" and "they"--were without treading directly

cn the Chief of Staff's toes.

What sort of organization wes MILPERCEN and how were they wsquipped to

hundle the on-rushing OPMS?

MILPERCEN way and stlll largely is gmet up along product versus
functional lines. It had sn officer product, an enlisted product, a data

product and a Porsonnel and Recorde Divielon then, the only one which

arrived organixed on = functional hasis because 1t supporied hoth Officer
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Parsonne). Directorate (OPD) and Enlisted Personnel Directorate (EFD). The

Y

firat three had brigadier generals, the latter a colmnel. His life wus not
o an oasy ovns. There was really no staff at the commender's level. The :
-'.. staff which existed at the headquarters 1level had functional
E responsibllities of its own. In short, MILFERCEN began as an ammlgamation
of separate functions vwho, after consolidution, continued their
reparateness. As time went on, however, direction and coatrol. from the CG

. became stronger end more evident.

Once committed, the Army's mission in 1975 was to make OPKS work, not
tha eesiest chore of which wes selling it to the COfficer Corps. This task
fell to MILPERCEN, One of the most dynamic and outgoing general officers
of him day, M3 Bobly Gard, was imde the commander at the critical point
vhen the traditional Career Branches were broken ap to form the new ¢ -ade
divisions. His predecessor, MG Bill Mundie, had prepared MILPERCEN for the

changeover as effectively as possible. In the process he had to come down

hard on soms of the old Career HKranch Chiefs, many of wvhom were, at best,

lukevurm to the wrole idea. A few, however, were strong supporters.

The Carear Branches and Their Chiefs

Who wes this Branch Chier and why was he important? What was the
relationship between those who managed system and those who managed people?

The relationship is significant. To give it proper description 1t is

Subsequently, we can look at the OPMS counterpart and assess the change.

For seversl decades the Career Branches had heen a powerful force in

;
?
i
E . necessary 1o recall the old Career Branches and +their Branch Chiefs.
E
E
!

officer msuagcement although by 1962 when the Office of Personnel Operavions
(OPO) was formed, not as exclusively es is suggested by General Bruce
a
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Palmer who recalled in his memcirs, "Those Chlefs! They ran everything."i”-l:

itz

Even so, they remined a center of influence which was well understood hy
all. To illustrate, witness the following 1974 prerogatives. The Career

;[ Branches:

¢ "command recormended" lieutenant colonels. General officers in the

e D T ek 3 il

field mmde the specific cholce after a period of observation but picked a

-l AR

non-command recommended lisutenant colonel at the risk of cutting off the

e e o el

flow. In the smaller branches the designation and assignment was often
mde directly with field commanders' scceptance based on the Branch Chief's

indorsament alone.

T i B
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o determined all who attended C&GSC. Ninety percent were selected

P et

directly 4y the Branch. The other 10 percent were chosen bWy a board but
this board only considered those recommended by the Branch. (Relative to
the other branches this was not as important to the combat arms as it was

to the Combat Support (CS) and Combat Service SBupport (CSS) as = quota

- T R SR R e LT T
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system vas in effect which over a period of time allowed the combat arms to
Aend a8 many as T0 percent of their majors while the remmlader had to be

content with half or leas.)

SR B IS T o - it Ton S e MR e T i W

e provided Brauch Order of Merit Lists (OML) to Woth primery and

secondary szone fleld grade promotion boards. These had a major influence

on secondary zone selections.

@ provided a Branch ONL to senlor service college selection boards.

A Branch Chief was a respected member of his branch or sarm. Typically
holding the position was & potential genersl officer or one who had passed
by the prisary indow for that rank but was a near miss. He had s close

9
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relationship with the senior representative o1 "titular head" of their
branch who was wost likely conaulted when time care for & change. It was
inconceivable, for example, for the Engineer Career Branch Chief to have
been selected without first touching bese with the Chief of Engineers.
When they spoke during visits, theirs wes the voice of authority on branch
parsonnel matters. Direct interchange with general officers in the field
vas an everyday occurrence,. This two-way channel of commnication kept

many potential differences at low level,

The Career Branch itself was a melf-sustaining continuum. Tt selected
its own staff and carefully prepared each new member befora permitting
him/her to counszel constituents. Over the years a Branch philosophy
evolved that was commonly understood and consistently applied. The
Branchea were far from homogencus at least in the reputation each grew to
have. Among the larger ones, for example, Flield Artillery wes highly
regarded; Infantry less so. But all shared a sense of purpoze and yes,

elitlism,.

The common denominator among those Career Branches with better
reputations was concern for the officeras of thelr branch. These Branches
practiced the art as well as the sclence of the persoanel business. This
was (and 1s) not sart as in artful, but art in the sense of understanding
humn nature, allowiig for differences among perzonalities and
expactations, exercising sature judgment and clearly most of all poasessing
empathy. 'That the pre-OPME8 Caraer Branches were regarded with sateem is
supported hy several ruferences. One, commenting upon the change to grade

divisions under OPMB, had thia to say:

10
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There is conmsiderable negitive reiction +to the
perceived loss of brasnch identification. This is
particularly true in the msmbership of the smaller
branches. ‘The belief exists that {career) branches
sarvad as the advocates for individual officers and
that officers emerged through time and performance into
recognizable personalities. This 1s expected to vanish
and the youug officer does not like this prospect. He
perceives an inability to develop any support with
assignuent officers and a bellef that he will, more
than ever, be treated as an "action" rather than a
person,1T

The great bulk of the officer corps are very effective performers.
Most elso correctly believe that the officer himself is his own key to
succeanful dwelopunt.la From time to time, however, they need to be

heard, reinforced and thanked for their effortam. The o0ld Career Branches

performed a vital function.

The Officer Distribution Syatem

[ETRE T

The primary mission of MILFSRCEN is to manage the distribution of the
officer corps to meet Army personnel needs in accordance with established
priorities. The modern replucement system was developed in the late 1940's
and was essentially untouched until OPMS demanded a more sophisticated
model. But even now the underlying process 1is the same. It is e pull
system. The bLasic element 1s the personnel requisition submitted hy
agencies in anticipstion of future loeses. "Must move" personnel key the
proceas. Overseas personnel with fixed tours and thomse going to and from
the training base are cleurly predictable examples. Rotation of officers
in joint activity billets and commend positions (more flexible curreatly)
places a demand on the system. Navwly wvalidated positions and new
orgaaizations are also cycle Initiators. An sttespt is made to hold CONUS
to CONUB moves to the minimum neceasary to backfill those completing fixed

tours. A move for move's sage, predicated on 1individual desires, is

1
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disruptlvely turbulent. Distribution Division clos=ly monitors Branch fill
of requisitions as they are responsible for maintaining the gross strengths
of Major Commands. In nacro terms meat officera understand that
replecemsnt needs drive the assignment and reassignment process but prefer
to think that career management, is the first task of OPD.1Y Whether in old
or new configurstion the assignment officer's mission is to carry out
distribution tasking and at the same time develop individuals. Because
these two concerns are frequently at odds, & somevhat adversary asgsoclation
exiats bhetwesn Career Branches and the Distribution Division. People are
the primary orientation of Branches, and numbers that of the distribution

mADAger.

Over the yes:.s a balance evolved which can be described as a funct‘on
of Branch Chief versus the Deputy for Distribution clout. The "Deputy"
status was not accildental. It reflected the proper concern for underlying
mission. Nevertheless, in pre-OFMS days, vwhile the main mission wan

overriding, the Career Branches had "equivalency."

Effect of OPMS on MILFERCEN

First, OPM3 forced the distribution mystem to attain a higher level of
self-discipline than heretofore attempted. The main cause, nf course, was
that the officers with over B years sorvice now had two labels. Instead of
one branch, he/she had two specilalties--in early days a primary and an
alternate, NTOE/TDA positions in the Army were coded by the OPMS
specisltins (vhich adjusted sonstantly) and requisitions reflacted the
same. Validation, however, bacame snormously ..aplicated., In the final
analysis validation (which requisitions are tc be filled) is not a wsole

fupction of asutborized positions, it is a fumction of both manning level
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adjustments Lo the authorizations to allocate shortages (the DAMPL and PPM)
and the availebility of mnpower (the mmst-woves). Further, since
availables have two specialties, one must be projected in advance in order
to drive the validation sub-system and determine Branch will handle it. In
addition, add to the mtrix the Career Branch requirement to distribute
fair shares of officers in terms of promotion potential (quality),
ex-battalion commanders, staff college graduates and senior service college
graduntes. Soms of these requirements ware not new to OPMB but monitorship
intensified as system models and ADP resources were brought on line. The
sero-sua pendulum symmetry between system (distribution) and Career Branch
svung towards the system. Career BEranches were organized by grade which
affectively fragmented branch affiliation. Branch desk officers were
alona. Even though initially (1975) they might have comz from their Career

Branch they became individuels instead of & member of & cohesive unit.

But did it make any difference! Those elementas of influence held hy
the old Branches were largely gone anyway. Everything was centralized:
comsand melectlion, promotion and school input to boards was no more and
OML’'s were eliminated., Interestingly enough, the requirement of assignment
officers to measure quaiity {(now called promotion potentiml) remained.
Ferhaps most illustrative of the changed environment was the fact that in
ITC Division the combat arms desks did not control even half of their
primary specialties ss for every ten of them that came up for assignuent

saven wars ah alternate wansger's responsibility.

The OPN3 reorganization of 1975 radically changed the vikible face of
MILPERCEN. The /S wy had initiated its moet highly centralized, complicated

and least personalized form of officer management ever.

13
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~mpact on Field Comamnders

Most commanders didn't look on OPMS8 for what 1t was: a calculated
modification of the Army personnel sub-system designed to enhsnce the
state of officer professionalism. Or, if he did, he didn't{ msee vhat that
hed to do with him personally. A commnder views personnel from three
perspectives, One, he needs his falr share of people resources Just like
equipment and money. Becond, he is a commsnder and looks after his
soldiers and their problems. Third--sometimes related to the second--he

needs a favor.

Let's look at mome provisions of OFM8: From the Btudy on Military

Professionalism--OFD direct assignment of commanders to (TOE) units; reduce

or elimipate bv-nane-requestn.ao ¥rom the final verasion--assignmant of an
officer in a speclalty with the expectation that the service be in that
capacity. For the first time a commender's ability to utilize personnel

after asalgnmwent was impaired.

Al)l of these provisions impacted on former prerogatives. Problems and
migunderstandings arose. "Ansignment Mejors" to quote General DePuy,
seemad to be dictating to general officers, The traditional catalysis, the
old Branch Chiefun, wera gone, In tiheir place were institutional
spokesparsons who didn't kunow their pecple and whose paramaters of
flexibility seemed far narrower than bhefore. As the l.m-m connections

bacame fewer under OFPMS 1t bacame easisr tc vent specific and non-specific

truptration on the “System." The more this occurred the wmore the

lesdarship at MILPERCEN felt they had to "stick to the rules" to make the
systam work, In the ayas of many fleld comsmnders MILPERCEN projected an

Immge of exclusiveness: the parsonnel business belonged to them and thawm
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did nct seem to

The leadarship of MILPERCEN in the late TO's

alone.

Art wvas in decline.
15

appreciate the magnitude of the dis—ontent.
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OPMB8 AND THE CORFB

To provids s vehicle for analyais and commentary of officuer

perceptions versus the premise of OPMS Y will use nelected findings of a

19T7~T8 survey of field grade officers as reporteld in the May 1979 eodition

of "Commanders Call." The survey was extensive with more than 7000 field

grade respondents who came from the population of year groups 1958 to

1965~~the officers moat affected by the transition.

Finding A

The trend toward centralizatiom ~f ell selection procedures through

centralized boards has caused cont. v among mary field grade officers, in

that they no longer believe that they have any effective control over their

futures, 21

Centralization is the fundsmental difference between OPMS amd the

previcus management enviroament. The Career PRranch system represented

almont the antithesis even though Branches thought of themselves as part

and parcel of the HQDA, departmental apparatus. In fact, gosls of the Army

and goals of tha Branches ware often at oddes, ‘The Branch "way of doing

things" wsctually contributed to the climate which the military

professionalism study criticized with far reaching ¢'fect. Kevertheless

there ila ovidenca to supporti the helief that given time the officer corps

will becows oowmfortable with centralizsation provided other needs are mat,

A primery theme of this article is thit in the haste to centralixe

(decinions made by the institution) in order to create a more "fair and

impartial™ systam or the whole, the dndividual need of human

contaot--varts and all--was overlooked. In sy view thia resaine the pert
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o OPMS tbat neads the moat attention. Recant =steps to restore thise

dimension are encoureging.

Ti 1t the officer corps can adapt to centralization is supported ty
videspread pre-OPMS acceptance of the centralized promotion process except
for the secondary zone aberration of the mid 19T0's. A study done Yy
Cozanitis and Higgins in 1978 not only found widespread satisfaction with 1 4

the then current promotion system but suppoert as well for promotion Yy

specialty as a component of final CPMB ;lnplmntntion.aa Fromotion hy
spacialty was seen as logical and necessary by Hauser and Bradford as early
as 1971.23  Unnoticed by most but important in & subtle way 7-. the
inapired deciszion to expand board membership from five to nine in 1‘1971& in

order to insure representation of & more diverse range of diasciplines. The

P IY TUROT R ISR

recent adoption of promotion with spescilalty floors--still under the "best

PUPLY JERO

qualified" criteria meaning that when adjustments are required to the *
preliminary listing in order to accomplish minimum speacialty requirements \

those picked up in this fashicn firat must be best qualified in relation to

T

PP g

tha eontire 1iet of eligibles, Just as iy done 1n general officer

uwelections-~is logically conceived and will be a molidly accepted OPMB N

via=

sub.--gystem,

=

Finding B

iy B i

Sl

Most field grede officers dc not agree with current Army policles

.

concerning secondary rone (8Z) promotions. They beliave that too meny
officers receive snch early promotions and that those who do are not

nacessarily the most desarving of thea,2Y

The policy of promoting up to 15 percent of the permitted number of

selections from the secondary zone has been significantly out back for it

17
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a3 an unfortunate, Secretary of the Army drliven departures from the

traditional 5 percent or lens. At the tims of the MILPERCEN survey the
practice was at 1lts height. Officer perceptions were as stated abova;
however, tha conventional objections of "too many" and "rot necessarily the

right people" miss the truly insidious impact of this policy on officer

e v ve! o Iy Vg T L.

corps cohesaion. "Not necessarily the right people” can be discounted as
that argument is irrefutable regardless of the percentage. And, "too many"

was expressed ocut of concern for thosa in the primary zone who were

B i ¢t L W

T a1, 2 e e K L i

displaced and not selected for promotion at all. This concern of "too

.

many" focused on officers on the lower end of ths ypotential curve. Far

< TR T

more burtful to the officer corps, however, wvas the psychological effect on

e
-~

the upper end of the spectrum-~those upon whom the Army would depend for

the several years shead. The culmulative effect of five years of up to

P I T R N LT Sapr ey PV

A LT

three times the number of previous S5Z selects led to a situation wvherely a

third and more of those serving in a particular grade had been picked up

from the 82. A good many of this group began to be afflicted with

5 LI AT S ST T

delusions of grandeur far bayond the system's capacity to absorb and care

iy

for potential "field warahsls." When the system didn't continues to produce

3
2

in the manner to which thay had become accusiomed disillusionpent set in.
While this impression was formed while the author was mstill in MILPERCEN it
wvas solidified by conversations in CGeneral Officer Managsment Office with
several goneral officers who prematurely retirsd to everyone's regret. ]

Fqually debiliating was the impact on the excellent "due course" officers

who wers eventually promoted but who now were somshow instant second clasa

citizens in their new grade at what should have been a moment of true ilnpner k¢

satisfaction. :

18
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Finding C

The Centralized Command Selection System (CCBS) process has raised public
selection for commend to such & level that it is now perceived to be the

"mako-or-break” point of an Army career,ed

The Army esdopted CCB8 in order to change the organirational setting
for command =melection which in the opinion of many engenderad
unprofessional conduct; and, to pick better commnders. The officer corps,
hovever, saw CCSR as another "promotion type" hurdle with & pass-fail
connotation and resultant impact on personal esteem., At the same time the
Army wes ssaying thet command was not the only route tc a fulfllling and
revarding career it aseemed to enhance its importance by meking the

aelection proceas a formel event.

¥While it will never be possible to distinguish between those who want
to command because that is the thing to do or bscause they really want to
do 1t for its own make, the severe reduction in command opportunity in the
post~Vietnam era is both measurable and important., According to the survey
analysis, lieutenant colonels in year group (YG) 5T and earlier had a
60~plus percant opportunity compared to & 33 percent for YG 60 and later.26
Within thene wstatisticas lie the resl basiz for permanent change in
perception as long as the select rate to colonel remmins around 50 percent.
If it does 1t will guarantee selection to colonel from the non-commander
population. Not publicirzed, but not overlooked in tha recent decision to
extend commmnd tours in order to enhance astability, wves the fact that Ly
further reducing commmnd opportunity there would be more lisutenant colonel

non-commanders selscted to the next greade. To the aextent this wekes OPMB

work, s0 much the hetter is an uvnofficial Army view.
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Both & 198027 and 3.98228 U3 Army War Colleg:. study projects concerning
lieutenant colonel and colenel scceptance or declination of commsnd reflact
acceptance of CCS5 as an improvement over the previous command selection
process. Both report moderate to severe diasatisfaction over the slating
subset vwhich seams to be the main current concern. Bad timing, too short
notification, disregard of family considerations, wrong type command (TDA
versus TOE) and impersonal, inflexible treatment by personnel MANAGETrS were

most frequently cited.

Even though all surveys reflect a preference for 1CSS only 5 percent
in the MILPERCEN survey ssid CCS8 wae nselecting the best commmnders.
Eighty percent sald the CC8E boards were selecting the best records, not
necessarily the bdeat commanders. As  the numher of availavle .owmmnds
becomes fewer the importance of picking the beat commmnders becomes even
more critical to the future of the Army. Frankly, it ila contrary to what I
observed during 1975-T7 in OPD. The sole mission of CCH8S gelection boards
wes to do Just that: pick the best commanders. Generally apeaking it
appeared to us they were doing Just that in tlat both demonstrated
outstanding company commmnd and similar fairly recent troop experience in
the grade of major were asunti-.i. Officera with moatly ataff time were
sharply disadvantagerd. In seversl casea the CC88 board selected officers
who would heve never been selscted or recommendsd by = Career Branch,
Examples of these ware a (then) reserve officer in his 1Tth year who hed a
mandatory retirement Jdate at 20 years; or, an officer whows promotion
rotontial to colonel was nomevhat shaky even if the proapective commend wae
suncensiul. Career Branches regarded ‘their officers as resources to be
developed for the long haul. Commmnd--a devslopmenta). step--was not

something to be wested on somsone who wasn't going 4o be around or who

20
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wasn't competitive for the long haul., On the other hand, a CCSS board had
no residual proprietary interest in any offfcer. Its only mission was to
select the best commsnders and then self-destruct. If the MILPERCEN survey
data is correct CC8S8 boards are not following instructions. Should senior

field commanders echo thim perception (so far they don't) the process has
to be relooked.

Finding D

The mejority of officers bellieve they are knowledgeable concerning OPMS.
They further believe there is a divergence between what OPMS says "should

be" and what is.29

Knowledgeable perhups, but rarely viewed with the same knowledge.
OPMS even todey 1s seen through the filter of grade, branch and lavel of

expactations,

I. The finding is not surprising. OFMS auffered from an immediate

credibility gap among middle management offlicers as:

® It was founded on a philosophy which made some assumptiona that had
to be accepted on faith. One of these was that a centralived aystem would
preserve traditional Army objectives better then a decentralized one. Many

would question thism.

¢ It could not produce short term results. The proof, if there ever

is any, mst be Judged over the long haul.

@ Even though intellectunlly mcceptable, it was threatening to the
elits, l.e., combat arms officers who feared having to compete direstly

with officers of the support brenches who had & large head start. And it

21




wvas also threatening to the support branches who had niches of expectation
carved out but wvho would now have to face the competition of a trained arms

officer.30

e It grsatly reduced or took saway the power base of the Career Branch
human connectors vho were the gresse of the former system, Words like
fairnesa, impartislity, and equity were repeated until their use became
counterproductive. PFor example, with MILPERCEK very much under the control
of distribution mmanagers versus PBranch managers the conaideration of a
request for exception could be measured against the entire population of a
certain grsde instead of the bhranch portion. Decisions trended towards

preservation of the system. Equity became something hidden behind rather

then & basis for case by case Judgment at the human level., Science over

art.

e It was oversold. Cousider the following from a 19Tk Amwy
publication: "It 1ia not any porticular assignment or combiuation of
assignments that is of overriding importance., What is ilmportent is the
wanner in which an individual performe each susighment, regardless of level
or locstion. If the mission of the Army requires an officer to serve in a
particular Jjob, that Job must be considered a worthwhile one,"31
Worthvhile to whom?! What does this really ssy? The key word saving the
plece from dishonwsty is "overriding" in the first sentence. But can one
geot the overall impression from this piece that all jotw are to be
considered aqual? Expression of OPMS philosophy in these terms, and there
vere reass of slmilar material, did rore to create a credibility gep than
any othar single facet of OFMS, From the same publication: "This key
assighment concept is fundamentally at odds with the OPMB philosophy which

calls for excellemca in perforsance, regardless of the type, level or
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location of assignment, as being the key to advancement."2 1 at was a

proudse that OPME cannot keep and not many were content to accept it.

The selling of OFHS also created the impression that schcoling and
promotion opportunitiss would be 1mprovad.33 What was intended by
spokeaman wos that selections would be drawvn from & more non-traditional
base. Whet was heard in aggregete was that "more" would attend. Those on
the murgin of prowmotion and school selection, as always, had the greatest

tendency to sccept vhat they wanted to hear.

II. Fipally, it 1s necessary to mention careeriam or "ticket
punching"” in the vernacular, and the externt to which the OPMS impacts on
officer corps motivations, Because of the satudy on wmllitary
professionalism the perceived problem of careerism weighted heavily in the
aventual decision to go with the new symtem. For cle ity's sake careerism
is defined as the inappropriate seeking of positions and rewards for the
purpose of personal advancement to the detriment of fellow officers and the
ability to mmke 8 professional contribution for the good of the whole.
"Unbridled ambition® General Meyer calls 1it. By means of dual track
development, OPMS intended to force officers (really the combat arms for
vhom OPME was built) to sacguire the abllity to make a professionml
contribution which could be tapped to the mutual bdenefit of both the
individual and the Army when the officer was no longsr or infrequently
needed in his besic akill, which is most of the time for the field grade
combat arms under any wanageament system. If OPMB philosophy could have
boen left at this it would have basn interesting to see what tranapired,
But the Amy found--it really alresdy know--that the generalist
underpinnings of the majority of the combat arms were so ingrained that the
profeasicialism cbjective of OPMS came into direct conflict with percelved
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traditional means of individual advancement, i.e., don'‘t overly specialire.
A Tbody of euphemistic rhetoric evolved, such as all Jjobs are
vorthwhi ‘e/important, vhich wvas aimed at ticket punching. Much of this
rhetoric flew in the face of reason. On balance, desbates on the presance
or absence of careerism has received more attention than deserved. The
main attention should be directed to the organiration that is the Army. To
the extent the Arsy becowss, in Peter Vaill's model, A High Pertorming
System (HPB)3Y with purpose, commitment and a feeling of being special,

careerism increasingly will fade away.

Did the Career Branch System as an organization subset contribute more
to the cohesion of the Army than the OPMS8 form! In certain ways already
dilscugsed, yes--but in others—-no. A Career Branch was its own reason for
being, with a definition of what is best for the Army expressed in its ownm
terms, And that was always a derivative of what was best. for lts own
officers. Brsnches developed s malnstream--a best path to successa--built
around a succession of branch related Jjobs that it controlled. Despite
Years of Arny directed attempts to cope with needs beyond the traditional
brench confinea, Career Branches responded in spirit only vher they were
pragmtically proven bty the rewards system. If not, Branches never did.
ADP 1s sn example of m:ccess; and, BER/EO of fallure. Career Bram~hes
opanly fcstered the assoclation of certaln jobs with advancesent and i1if
Army interests were at cross-purposes, Army interests came aecond.
Officers in programs like Foreign Area 0Officer, ADP and RAD hava basn far

better off under OPMB.
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CORCLUSION

OPMS8 1is =still contentious. There are continued uncertainties and
discussicn concerning the ‘mpact of OPMS on readiness and wobilization, on
the propsr command tour lenglths, on adequate opportunity for "alternate”
training and on the proper balance of particiratory mensgement. But in
time it promises to be a more effective officer menagemant nystem for the
1980°s and 9C's.

The Army has taken & glant step towards centralized control and
development cf officeras. Duml track labeling and the distribution process
will ensure thut esseutial controls nre retailned at the departmental
operating agency. As yet, no serions argument counters the premise that
dual tracking will improve field grade proiessionalism of its officer
corps. To the extent this will also serve to enhance the ethical aspects
of professionalism is a question for the future to answer. Indeed, even
though I believe the o0ld Career Branchea-~for all their positive
aspects~-created a mainstream attitude centered on obtaining certain
positions, the state of ethical professionalism cannot be laid at the
doorstep of any officer mmnagement system. OPM8 today is cnly one of many
contributors to the Army environment. Because of the unique mission of the
mllitary the wos¢t Iimportsnt of theme haa to Dbe--am always--senior
lesdership. Perhaps the biggest contribution the current Chief of Staff
has made to the ethical climete of the officer corps (and to OPME) has been
to stress the importance of unita rather than <the isportance of
individuals. The mselling of OPNB involved & prodigious effort--all
targetted t indivicduala for an illusive goal. General Meyer iranaforred

the objective t7» & more tangible one; and one vhich fits more vith the

premise of the study on military professioualism.
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The orientation that MILPERCEN took im the tirst balf dozen years of
OFMS was—-from the benefit of hindsight--too mevare, too inanimate, too
systematived. It wasn't sc much that the besic miision had changed but the
importancs of the Branch atructure which provided knowledgeable, human
contact was underestimated and not saticfactorily replaced. Compounding
the field's disenchantmsnt was the perception thet MILPERCEN's attitude was
one of exclusivity. In an Army that thrives on fixing responsibility the
one area that defies conventional soluticn is the personnel mansgement
business, Whether policysakers or operators desire 1t or not everyone wanta
to be involved and will be. Experienced personnel people know this and
learn to thrive on it instead of resent it. The leadership of MILPERCEN,
it must be sald, did not take effective action to disavow this perception

until it had become widempread.

Initiatives in the past two to three years have been taken to increase
comunication. To cite two of them: One was the partial return to Career
Branch mnagership. In no way is this close to the old form for several
reasons but 5t provides that most iamportant missing ingredieat--continuity.
Left in being, = tradition of its own will develop. A laudatory step. The
other 1is involving the commander at the time & reassignment is deing
programmed.3? I have my doubts whether the individusl is better off under
this program but it ir & stroks of gonlus ax far as commmnd support of OPMB

is concerned.

The swing of recent emphasis is encoursging. The tough work of the
firot years is done. Ceuralizetion is a fact. There 1a a body of young
officers coming along vhose collage of oxpectations are framed in OFMB
paramsters. The supporting systems are ia place with the comcspt of

promotion by specialty sppreved emd & new OZR system in effect. EBome
26
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sareful u:;'uu mat of the relative role of the proponency hesds remming
likewine do the doctrinal ramifications of the persomnel function 14n
general apd OMNS in partiocular. Matters of persomnsl doctrine have
heretofore bean put in the "“too tough" box; but the Chier of SBtare
diresctive that policy belongs to DCBPER, operstions to MILPERCEN and
doctrine to TRADOC cleaiy wp a fog faoctor that became an excuse to do
sothing. Mmelly, podably the best thing that can he done for OPHS now is
nothing. Den't tinker any mora with ths fundameatals and let It work. It

offers sach to the Army of the future.
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